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REM at; K-s 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rej ected tiie cladms under 35USC§102and35 
use §103. Claim 6 has bem amended in re^onse to the rejection of claim 6 iinder 35 USC 
§112. la additioOpflieclainM haw been amended to further clarify fto 
r^aided as the invention. AppKcant reserves the right to reintcoduce claims of &esa^^ 
similar scope. The rgections are fully traversed below. Clauns 1-82 remain pending. 

Reconsideration of the ^plication is respectfully requested based on the following 
i^ematks. 



REJECnOK ni^ rr , aT MS UNDER 3g USC 6102 

In tiie Office Action, the Examiner has rejected claims 1, 3-4, 26-27, 34, 42, 44, 46, 
52, 64-65, 65-72, and 76-82 imder 35 USC § 102(e) as being anticipated by Bhagwat et al, 
U.S, Patent No. 6,651,105, (*Bhagwat* hereinafter)- This rejection is fully traversed below. 

BhAgwat pmports to enable a mobile device to roam securely and seamlessly fiom 
one access point to another access point without disrupting an active PPP connection. The 
metfiod includes establishing, maintaining, and tenninaling a PPP connection between a 
mobile device and a PPP server via an access point, wherem the mobile device is equipped 
with a serial asynchronous communication interfece. The PPP server is attached to a packet 
switched data network, and the access point is acting as a bridge between the serial 
commumcation interfece and the packet switched communication int^ace. Also provided is 
a method to emulate a direct RS-232 cable connection between a mobile device and another 
computer located several hops away from the mobile device. It provides a meliiod of keeping 
the RS-232 cable emulation between the mobile device and another conqjuter system intact 
despite changes in mobile device's locatiLon in the network, ft also piovides a method of 
exchanging cookies between peers at the PPP connection estebliahmeot time and using them 
for fast reauthenlication. This is a secure method of switching fiom one PPP proxy to another 
PPP proxy without disri^ting the end to end PPP connection. SeeAbstract 
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Bhj^gwat specificaUy relates to estabUshing a PPP conneotioiL Jn no mannex does 
Bhagwat disclose or suggest the claimed invention relating to Mobile IP registration with a 
Home Agent More paiticiUarly, the Examiner refers to a PPP connection request and 
associated reply- Moreaver, it j?)peais that the PPP connection is established between an 
access point and the mobile device, raflier than between a Mobile Node and a Home Agent. 
Applicant therefore respectfully submits that Bhagwat fails to anticipate the independent 
claims. The dependent claims depend fiom one of the independent claims and arc therefore 
patentable for at least the same reasons. However, the dependent claims recite additional 
limitations that further distinguish them fiom Bhagwat. Hie additional limitations recited in 
the indepaident claims or the dependent claims are not further discussed, as the above 
discussed limitations are clearly sufficient to distinguish the claimed invention from the cited 
reference. Thus, it is respectfiilly leqnestcd that tiie Exammer withdraw the rejection of the 
claims undec 35 USC §102. 



The Examiner has also rejected claims 37-38, 41, and 73-75 under 35 USC §102(e) as 
benig anticipated by Chowdhuiy, U.S. Patent Application No. 2002/01 14323, CChowdhmy' 
hereinafter). This rejection is iiillytrav^ed below. 

Chowdhuiy relates to dynamically assigding a Home Agent See Title and Abstract 
However, it is impoitaut to note that the st^s the Examiner tites as disclosed in paragraphs 
[0036] and [0037] are perforancd by a HAAA, Moreover, the request and reply packets are 
not Mobile D? regjstraticai request and reply packets. Rather, the request and reply packets of 
Chowdbury are RADIUS ACCESS REQUEST and ACCESS ACCEPT messages. In other 
words, these messages are used to aottieDticate anode 

The cited portions of Chowdhmy specifically rdate to RADIUS ACCESS REQUEST 
and ACCEPT messages, rather than Mobile IP iegistrati(Ki request and reply messages. 
Moreover, witfi respect to claim 41, it is ixiqKJrtant to note that paragi^h [0034] does not 
request tiiat a key be generated, but merely implies fliat authentication is performed using a 
preexisting key. .^licant therefine respectfully submits that Chowdhuiy feils to anticq>ate 
the hidependeot claims. The dependent clahns depend fiom one of the independent claims 
and are dicrefiare patentable fi>r at least die same reasons. However, ibe d^endent claims 
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tecsite additional limitaticmslhatftotherdi^^ Hie additional 

Umitatioiis recited in the independent claims or the dependent claims are not ftjrther 
discussed, as the above discussed limitations are clearly sufficient to distinguish the claimed 
invention fiom die tated reference. Thus, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner 
withdraw the r^eotion of die claims under 35 USC § 102. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner has rgected claims 2, 7-1 1 , 1 7, 28-3 1, 35, 45, 49- 
51, 58 and 66 under 35 USC §103 as bring unpatentable over Bhagwat in view of Rai et al, 
U^. l»ateat No. 6,421,714, («Rai' heceniafler). This rejection is fully traversed below. 

The Examiner admits that Bhagwat fidls to teach the creation of a registration cnt^ 
for a motnle node in a moWKty binding table. However, agam, JElai does not ^^lear to lelate 
to Mobile IP regisUation. Ratther, Rai ^ears to relate to MAC layer legistiBtitwi. See coL 
38, lines 1-10. hi addition, Bhagwat relates to establishing a PPP session, not Mobile IP 
re^stcation. Thus, Rai Mia to cure the deficiencies of the inimaiy reference, as set fiaith 
above, ^foreover. the combinaticni of die cited references would feil to adiieve tiie desired 
result, &iling to operate as claimed. Acoordins^y, .Applicant respectfiilly submits that the 
c<»nbinaliQn of die cited re&renoes &ils to teach or st^gest the claimed inventioiL 

In the Office Action, the J^caminer has rejected claims 5, 12, 18-25, 43, 47-48, 53, 
and 59-63 under 35 USC §103 as being unpatentable over Bhagwat in view of Chowdhuiy. 
This rejection is folly traversed below. 

It is in^KiTtant to note that Bhagwat relates to establishing a PPP session, as set forfli 
above. As sudi, Bhagwat f^Is to cure the deficiendes of the priniaiy reference. 
Accordiniily, .^Ucant respectfully submits that claims 5, 12, 18-25, 43, 47-48, 53, and 59- 
63 are patentable ovorthe cited references. 

la the Office Actior^ the Exaininer has rejected olaitos 39-40 under 35 USC §103 as 
being unpatentable over Chowdhuiy in view of Bhagwat This rejection is fully traversed 
below. 
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As discussed above, Bhagwat zelates to establishing a PPP session. As such, Bhagwat 
feils to cure the defidencies of the primary refetenoe. Accoidingly, AppUcant respeotfoUy 
submits that daims 39-40 aze pataotable over the cited lefcreaces. 



In the Office Action, the Eacamiucr has leiected claims 6, 13-16, 32-33, and 54-57 
under 35 USC §103 as being impateolable over Bhagwat in view of Faccin et al. U.S. Patent 
AppUcation Number 2002/01 14469, ('Bhagwat' hcreinflfter). This rejection is folly traversed 
below. 

As discnssed abov^ Bhagwat relates to estabUshmg a PPP session. As a result, the 
combination of flie cited refecences wonld feil to operate as claimed. Moreover, there ails to 
be a motrvalion to combine the cited references. As sudi. Applicant respectfully submits that 
die pending daims are patentable over die dted leferences. 
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SUMMARV 



Ifthere are any issues Ec^ainii^gwWcih the Exaim 
thro^ eitiia- a Supplemeatal Response or an Examiner's Amendment, the Examiner is 
wspectfidly requested to contact the underrigned attorney at the telephone number listed 



AppKcants hereby petition for an extension of time xvhich may be lequixed to 
maintaia the pendency of this case, and any required fee for such extension or any fcrther fee 
lequiied in connection with the filing of this Amendment is to be charged to Deposit Accomrt 
No. S0-(»88 (Order No. CISCT243). 

Respectfully submitted, 

BEYER, WEAVEl &, IHOMAS, LLP 




Reg. No. 42,649 



P.O. Box 70250 
Oakland, CA 94612-0250 

Tel: (510) 663-1100 
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